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October 31, 19066

Mr. Donald McGannon, Chairman
Commission for Higher Education
Box 1320

Hartford, Connecticut 06115

Dear Mr. McGannon:

In November of 1965 initial discussions were held between repre-
sentatives of the Commission for Higher Education and of the Academy for
Educational Development with respect to a study of teacher education in
Connecticut. Under a contract with the Comrmission dated March 15, 1966,
the Academy agreed to undertake such a study and report its findings and
recommendations by October 31, 1966. As the Academy's Consultant Panel
for this study, we present this report of our findings and recommendations.

The Panel, in preparing this report, has kept in mind that the
Commission i8 expected to report on teacher education to the 1967 General
Assembly. We believe that our findings and recommendations, if used as
the basis for future policies and actions respecting teacher education, will
strengthen this vital area of higher education in C nnecticut and contribute
greatly to the improvement of education at all levels in Connecticut.

The Conrsultant Panel recognizes that the Commission, in such actions
as it may take on the recommendations in this report, will continue to rely
heavily on effective working relationships with other agencies of state and
Federal government, some of which also have responsibilities and 2uthority
with respect to teacher education. Although the recommendations are
addressed to the Commission in each case, their implementation necessarily
will concern such agencies, whose rightful interest in them is recognized
and intended to be honored by this Report.

Our conviction that changes in teacher education are necessary is
strongly supported by our contacts with many persons and institutions in
Connecticut during this study. Our confidence that these changes are
feasible is based on Connecticut's historical commitment to excellence
in education, its demonstrated readiness to take such public and private
actions as best support that commitment and on the evidence that Connec-
ticut's citizens, educators, and civic leaders are anxious to improve
teacher educatior in the state.




Mr. Donald McGannon -2~ October 31, 1966

There i8 no adequate way for the Panel to acknowledge personally
the invaluable and gracious help we received from many individuals, insti-
tutions and organizations, both in Connecticut and outside the State. The
college and university faculties and administrators have given generously
of their time and ideas, as have the State's public and private school staffs.
The organized professional groups have shared their thinking and experience
with us without reservation. The various public agencies, boards and de-
partments of the State have been a source of critically needed information
and, more important, have been constant examples to the Panel of the high
quality of public service and concern Connecticut enjoys. The people of
Connecticut, legislative leaders, business men, and representatives of
many organizations have made significant contributions. For this massive

assgistance and unfailing cooperation, we publicly express our appreciation
and our thanks

The results of our study are presented in this report, to which is
attached a number of volumes of supporting data, exhibits and consultant
reports. Although the presentation of this report completes the Panel's
assignment, responsibility to improve and strengthen Connecticut teacher
education is one for the people of Connecticut to honor. Should the Panel's
report contribute to that end, our confidence in Connecticut's people and
their express=d hopes for this study will have been justified.

Sincerely,

Samuel M. Brownell

Robert N. Bush

Paul A. Woodring

Lester W. Nelsgon (Director)
Alvin C. Eurich (Chairman)




\

SECTION A

INTRODUCTION

Connecticut's 1963 General Assembly, through Special ~ct No. 183
(as amended by Special Act No. 391) provided for gubernatorial appointment
of a Study Commission on Higher Education not later than August 1, 1963.
This act directed the Commission to ""make a study in depth of the various
aspects, programs, structures and needs of higher education in Connecticut"
and it was further directed to ''make an inventory of existing facilities, both
public and private, an analysis of the numbers of students served in each
major area of education, both academic and professional, and an evaluation
study of teacher training programs, and shall make recommendations as to
areas which need expanding and improving in accordance with industrial,

intellectual and social needs."

The Study Commission on Higher Education devoted eighteen months
to intensive studies of higher education in Connecticut, assisted by a group
of consultants from the Office of Education, U. S. Department of Health,

Education and Welfare, and presented its Report to the Governor and the

General Assembly in February, 1965. This report recommended "that a

statewide system of public higher education be constituted as a public trust
and that it be governed by a Commission for Higher Education having full
powers of organization.' It was further recommended that 'the Commission

for Higher Education have sole responsibility and authority for the planning




and organization of Connecticut's public-supported program of higher edu-
— cation' and presented a broad outline of proposed areas of responsibilities
and authority to be vested in the Commission. Among the recommended
areas of authority proposed for the Commission was 'to authorize all
academic degrees and degree programs, including those leading to certifi-

cation for public school teaching."

The 1965 General Assembly, through Public Act No. 330, established
a Commissicn for Higher Education, vesting brozd powers over a state
system of higher education in that Commission. Three sections of this act

had direct and specific relevance to the area of teacher education, as noted

below:

Section 12, Public Act No. 330

""The Commission for Higher Education may issue a certificate
certifying that the person to whom the same is issued has had
the post-secondary education required by any provision of the
general statutes or by any regulation of any board for admis-
sion to an examination to practice any profession for which
evidence of education is required by the provisions of the
general statutes. The provisions of this section shall not
apply to certification of teachers for the public schools. "

. Section 20, Public Act No. 330

""If the Commission for Higher Education determines that no
approved program of teacher education within the state is
available for the preparation of teachers of aphasic children




or of deaf children, said Commission may provide scholarship
aid for such students as it may designate to attend approved
programs in institutions in other states. Said Commission may
determine the amount of such scholarship aid in each case, but
the total amount of aid available in any one year shall not ex-
ceed six thousand dollars. In order to be eligible for such
scholarship aid any applicant shall agree to teach aphasic or
deaf children in Connecticut for at least three years."

Section 39, Public Act No. 330

"The Commission for Higher Education shall study and evaluate
the teacher training programs at institutions under its juris-
diction and shall make a report of its findings to the 1967
session of the General Assembly. "

On March 15, 1966, the Commission for Higher Education engaged
the Academy for Educational Development to make a study and evaluation
of teacher education in Connecticut and to report its findings and recom-
mendations to the Commission for Higher Education not later than October
31, 1966. Under this contract the Academy for Educational Development

agreed to concentrate its major study activities in five broad areas, as

follows:

l. To review and comment upon existing programs of teacher
education offered by the seventeen public and private institu-
tions of higher education in Connecticut offering approved

programs of teacher education.




2. To develop recommendations with respect to essential elements
for optimum programs of teacher education (including clinical
experience and innovative practices) for the preparation of

teachers for the public elementary and secondary schools in

Connecticut.

3. To project the needs of Connecticut's public schools for teachers
at both elementarv and secondary school levels for the next ten

to fifteen years.

4. To develop recommendations with respect to the state's organi-
zational structure deemed necessary to plan and coordinate the
offering of appropriate programs for the preparation of teachers

for the public elementary and secondary schools of the state.

5. To develop recommendations concerning the criteria to be used
for evaluating programs of teacher education offered in the public

and private institutions of higher education in Connecticut.

The Connecticut Teacher Education Study has been devoted to an
examination of each of the five areas of inquiry stated above and this Report

of the Connecticut Teacher Education Study embodies the findings and recom-

mendations of the Consultant Panel established by the Academy for Educational

Development, based on the results of these inquiries.




It is pertinent to point out that the Study has not purported -- nor
was it intended -- to be an exhaustive inquiry into all facets of institutional
operations and that, in this respect, it is not a typical survey. Matters of
teacher education program substance, criteria for program evaluation,
public policies with respect to programs of teacher education, projection of
future needs for teachers, and matters of relevant organizational structure
affecting teacher education have been its primary concerns. It has not
undertaken to examine in detail such matters as plant and physical facilities,
budget making, budget control, and other such areas which, though important,

were not central to Study purposes.

The Consultant Panel has not attempted any detail evaluation of present
teacher education programs on the basis of a comparison with such programs
in other states. The Panel is confident, however, that any such comparison

at a national level would place Connecticut high among the fifty states.

This report has not sought primarily to emphasize the many strengths

in Connecticut's teacher education programs which already exist but, rather,

to formulate recommendations for future action which build on those strengths

; and which, if adopted, would provide strong support of the state's continuing

— commitment to the highest possible quality in education at all levels.




SECTION B

TEACHER EDUCATION - AN URGENT MATTER

Connecticut has recognized the education of teachers to be a
matter of proper public concern for well over 100 years. Early leader-
ship in this field was taken by the Connecticut General Assembly when,
in 1848, largely influenced by Henry Barnard, the New Britain Normal
School {now the Central Connecticut State College) was established as

the first of the state's public institutions of higher education.

Following the founding of the New Britain Normal School, three
other public institutions of higher education were established for the
primary purpose of preparing teachers for the public schools. Until
1961 this remained their sole function. In that year the four State
Colleges were authorized by law also to offer four-year liberal arts

programs leading to the Bachelor of Arts degree.

The state's interest in teacher education has been demonstrated in
many other ways, in addition to establishing public colleges for the educa-
tion of teachers. Certification of teachers and other school personnel for
employment in the public schools, the diversification of teacher education
programs, the setting of standards for approval of programs, and other
actions taken over the past 118 years attest to the persistence of this

interest. Current concern about teacher education, therefore, is not new




in Connecticut. It represents a long and honorable tradition of public

determination to maintain and to improve programs for the preparation

of teachers.

The continuing interest of the state in teacher education is manifest

in several recent actions of the General Assembly. Among these actions

have been:

“  adoption of Special Act No. 183 by the 1963 General
Assembly, creating the Study Commission on Higher

Education and directing the Commission ". . . to
make . . . an evaluation study of teacher training
programs . . .'";

< enactment of Public Act No. 330 by the 1965 General
Assembly, establishing a statewide system of higher
education and creating the Commission for Higher
Education, specifically charged with state responsi-
bilities in the field of teacher education; and

3¢

creation of the Board of Trustees of the State Colleges.

Concerns about teacher education have been reflected too, in the
actions and recommendations of professional associations and quasi-public
groups -- the Commission on Teacher Education and Professional Standards
(TEPS), the Connecticut Education Association, the State Council on Teacher

Education, and the public and private institutions of higher education engaged

in preparing teachers.




There are a number of reasons for present concerns about teacher
education in Connecticut. Of these the following appear to be of major

importance:

A2,
"

the growing shortage of fully qualified teachers -- particularly
in areas of special education and special services and in
specific subject matter areas -- to staff the elementary and

secondary schools of the state;

the increasing numbers of elementary and secondary school-

age children to be taught;

o

% the current national consideration being given to the possible
extension downward of organized public education into the

preschool years;

the demands made on teachers by the increase ‘n knowledge
and the increasing availability of new types of instructional

materials;

*  the growing geographic, social, and economic mobility of

families;

s

% the rising educational aspirations for their children of increasing

proportions of American families;




* changes in the national economy reflected, in part, by the
continuing movement toward an economy oriented tc service-
type kinds of work -- a movement which accentuates the need

for more education and higher levels of education and training;

%  the growing national determination to achieve more fully the
American commitment to equality of educational opportunity

for all individuals;

e

* the impact of modern educational technology on methods of
instruction, the diversity of instructional materials, and the
means for recording, storing, retrieving, distributing, and

using these materials; and

ot

* the realization that Connecticut, despite its present favorable
competitive position in attracting teachers prepared elsewhere
than instate, may not continue to enjoy this advantage indefinitely
and may have to prepare a greater proportion of its needed

teachers in its own institutions of higher education.

To these reasons must be added another, and different, cause for
concerns about teacher education. The Panel observes that substantial

numbers of those whose views were sought during the course of this study,




10

as well as many of those who voluntarily offered their views, feel strongly
that now is the time to make significant changes in teacher education. The
time to change is when the mood for change is clear and when other signif-
icant developments in higher education are taking place. The Panel shares
this view, since teacher education, as a part of higher education, inevitably

will be affected by developments in higher education as a whole.

Urgency alone, however, is not a sound support for adopting emer-
gency measures. The critical needs of teacher education are unlikely to
be met through emergency actions -- quite the contrary. For these reasons
the Panel states the principles which have guided this study and which under-

gird the recommendations appearing in the following sections of this report.
These principles are:

1. The improvement of elementary and secondary education is
inseparably linked with the improvement of teacher education.
The two constitute a whole whose integrity must be recognized

and honored.

2. The basic responsibility of the state for elementary and sec-
ondary education includes comparable responsibility for teacher

education.
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Responsibility for the preservice and inservice preparation
of teachers and other school personnel rests on both the public
and private institutions of higher education of the state and the

public schools of the state which employ teachers -- this must

be true of public policy and in fact.

The state is responsible for adopting and pursuing such policies
and providing such support as may be necessary to insure to

the schools of the state an adequate supply of liberally educated
and professionally competent teachers and other school personnel
to meet the needs of the schools and of the students attending

those schools.

As the character and range of needs for teachers and other
school personnel change in accord with social, cultural, economic,
and demographic changes in society, programs of teacher educa-

tion must reflect these changes.

The policies and practices of institutions of higher education
which prepare teachers, and of the public schools which employ

teachers, must respond to and support these changes in program.
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7. The state must also be committed to a sustained program of
support for research, expevimentation, and evaluation in
teacher education -- research to point the direction and pro-
vide a valid base for change; evaluation to assess the results

achieved through the changes made.

8. The allocation of public authority over all matters pertaining
to teacher education must be clear -- both to the public and
private institutions of higher education and to the schools and

to such public boards, commissgions, departments, or other

agencies as are vested with such authority.

The following sections of this report contain a series of recommenda-
tions -- with accompanying comments -- which the Panel believes should be
incorporated into the future plans, policies, and actions of the state with

respect to teacher education.
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SECTION C

TEACHER EDUCATIUN AND PUBLIC POLICY

The success of future efforts to improve teacher education in

Connecticut rests primarily on three factors:

1. the validity, strength, and clarity of public policies

affecting teacher education;

«. the quality of leadershir and the adequacy of resources
available to the public and private institutions of higher
education and to the schools which together prepare

teachers and other school personnel; and

3. the extent to which efforts to improve teacher education

give first priority to what is best for the learner.

The importance of public policy was identified in the Report of a

Survey of Higher Education in Connecticut, prepared for the Study Com-

mission on Higher Education by staff members of the United States Office

of Education. That report said {Vol. I, p. 97):

'""Actually, the focal issue in teacher education in Connecticut

is wheiner the State authority will assume self-initiated leader-
ship in the solution of broad problems affecting teacher educa-
tion, or whether it will restrict its own potential for real
leadership by directing efforts primarily to providing teachers
not supplied by private institutions and out-of-State sources.
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The choice is a matter of policy. The way in which State
authority acts concerning the problems of teacher education
constitutes a policy concerning its responsibility for leader-
ship, whether such a policy has been formulated and expressed
or not. . . ."

The Study Commission on Higher Education also recognized the

crucial role of public policy in its Report to the Governor and the General

Assembly (February 1965).

The strongest evidence of public awareness of the crucial role of
public policy was provided by the General Assembly during both the 1963
and the 1965 legislative sessions. Prime illustrations of this were the
adoption of Special Act No. 183 (amended by Special Act No. 291) by the
1963 General Assembly, establishing the Study Commission on Higher
Education, and the enactment of Public Act No. 330 by the 1965 General
Assembly, establishing the Commission for Higher Education with broad

powers over a statewide system of higher education.

In addition to the above matters of public record, the Panel notes
that the relationship of public policy to teacher education frequently has
been mentioned as an area requiring clarification during the many interviews
and discussions held with individuals and groups in Connecticut during this

study.
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In the light of such broad public recognition in Connecticut of the
basic importance of public policy, further documentation seems unnecessary.
The specific areas of need to which public policy should be addressed must
be identified and the actions most appropriate to meeting these needs must
be determined. The remainder of this section of the report is devoted to

five recommendations concerning matters of public policy.

RECOMMENDATION NO, 1 The Commission for Higher Education

should declare that the policy of Con-

necticut is to provide, through state support of the public institutions

of higher education and of the public schools, and through active

encouragement to the private institutions of higher education, enough

newly prepared teachers and other school personnel to meet the needs

of the public elementary and secondary schools of the state.

The most important single factor determining the relationship be-
tween the state's need for teachers and the supply of teachers is the new
beginning teacher. The following facts are germane to any consideration
of this relationship in Connecticut.

1. Connecticut's public and private colleges and universities

are now providing only approximately two-thirds of Connec-
ticut's new beginning public elementary and secondary teachers.
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2. In recent years -- since 1960 -- Connecticut's public higher
education institutions have provided approximately half and
the private colleges and universities have provided another
sixth of all new beginning teachers.

3. Of the beginning teachers prepared in Connecticut, the public
institutions are providing slightly more than three-fourths
of the elementary teachers and about three-fifths of the
secondary teachers; the private cclleges and universities
are providing one-fourth and two-fifths respectively.

From these facts it is clear that Connecticut has relied heavily on

out-of-state sources of preparation for its new beginning teachers. One

of every three new beginning teachers employed by the public elementary

and secondary schools is prepared by institutions outside of Connecticut.

Two additional facts concerning teacher supply in Connecticut are

relevant. First, an annually increasing percentage of the state's newly

appointed teachers are inexperienced teachers. Second, the percentage

of all full-time teachers lacking full certification, employed in the public
schools, has also been increasing in recent years. It rose from 6.7 per
cent in 1958 to 7.5 per cent in 1963 and is slightly above this figure today.
Obviously there has been a persistent heavy reliance on out-of-state sources
and on ""emergency' certificates for personnel to staff the public schools of

the state.
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The Panel recognizes that pressure is great to have a partially
prepared teacher in the classroom rather than one with no preparation
or to have no teacher at all. It cannot agree that either situation is
desirable or, indeed, necessary. Unfortunately, under present public
policy in Connecticut, the state is not preparing an adequate supply of
teachers for its schools and, in order to staff its schools, employs sub-

stantial numbers of teachers prepared elsewhere and substantial numbers

of teachers with only partial preparation.

The heavy reliance on out-of-state and ""emergency' personnel
does not mean that teachers prepared out-of-state are better prepared
than those prepared in the state, nor does it mean that persons employed
uuder emergency provisions do not, in time, become fully qualified and
effective teachers. The Panel does not advocate nor would it support public
policy and procedures which discriminate against fully qualified teachers
prepared out-of-state who desire to teach in Connecticut. Neither does the
Panel suggest that there should be one, and only one, method or procedure
by which persons desiring to enter teaching may be prepared. Alternative
methods are desirable (the Intensive Program for College Graduates, for
example). Teacher mobility and alternative options of preparation for those
desiring to teach are major safeguards against discrimination, provincialism,

and professional "in-breeding. "
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Connecticut should not embrace, nor accept through lack of clear
public policy, a growing dependence on sources of teachers and other school
personnel which lie outside the ability of the state to control or, at least,
substantially to affect. Neither should it perpetuate practices which permit
the employment of persons to teach its children who are not fully qualified
to do so. The first course places schools at the mercy of forces beyond
their capacity to control or to affect materially; the second places children
at the mercy of those who are not fully qualfied to teach. Neither course
can be justified. Equity and prudence require that as soon as possible the
state should prepare sufficient numbers of teachers to meet its needs and

reliance on emergency credentials should be stopped.

The Panel believes the necessary and most important first step to

be taken is that contained in its Recommendation No. 1.

RECOMMENDATION NO., 2 The Commission for Higher Education

should seek to establish for the state a

policy of admission to all public, tax-supported institutions of

higher education, for all resident secondary school graduates who

meet the specified qualifications for admission to the respective

institutions.
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Arbitrary limitations or quotas on admissions of qualified resident
secondary school graduates, whether dictated by deliberate public policy
or by reason of limited numbers of available '"places' in the public institu-
tions, not only sets an undesirable ceiling on opportunities for pest-second-
ary education, but also limits the state's ability to prepare enough teachers

for its schools.

In all public institutions of higher education in Connecticut, the
beginning of ""professional preparation' for teaching is made in the third
(junior) undergraduate year. Criteria for the selection of persons admitted
to teacher education professional programs should be apglied at this point
and the criteria should be both relevant and selective. Limitations on the
admission of secondary school graduates who are qualified to enter as
freshmen and who, during the first two years, will pursue a program of
general education, automatically tends to limit the pool of those from which
admissions to prcgrams of professional preparation must come. An en-
rollment policy which admits to college all resident qualified freshman
applicants, is in the interest of the state in enlarging its supply of new,

beginning teachers.

Truly wise public policy will not embrace, either directly or in-
directly, restrictive quotas in public education. To do so violates the

commitment to equal opportunity for education which rests firmly on




20

freedom of individual choice. While freedom of choice is governed partly
by the individual's qualifications to support that choice, the state's policy
should be to honor freedom of choice and to support it as broadly as

possible.

The admission policy here recommended for the public institutions
of higher education in Connecticut represents no relaxation but, rather, a
strengthening of requirements for admission to professional preparation
of those desiring to teach. The intellectual and emotional qualifications
essential for teachers, as well as individual commitment to teaching, can
be far better assessed during and at the end of the first two years of under-

graduate work than at the time of graduation from secondary school.

RECOMMENDATION NO, 3 The Commission for Higher Education

should establish and implement, through

appropriate channels and agencies, policies which place direct respon-

sibilities on the state's public schools to become active partners with
P P

the public and private institutions of higher education in the preservice

and the inservice education of teachers and other school personnel.

The effective preparation of teachers demands that the schools parti-

cipate responsibly in the clinical part of preservice and inservice professional
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preparation. Neither the colleges nor the schools alone can provide this
part of preparation. Not only must the schools be active and responsible
participants in the clinical preparation of teachers but the resources to
support this involvement must be provided (see Section F and the accom-
panying recommendations). This part of teacher preparation is too crucial
for the state to allow school participation to be on a purely permissive and

locally-determined basis, with sporadic and meager financial support.

Nothing less than a clear, definitive public policy will suffice to
accomplish the necessary extent and quality of school involvement in
teacher education. More specific recommendations, designed to imple-

ment the policy here recommended, will be found in Section F.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 4 The Commission for Higher Education

should declare, as a fundamental policy

commitment, its active encouragement and assistance to the institutions

of higher education and to the schools of the state in the pursuit of

vigorous programs of research, experimentation, and innovation in

-

teacher education, both on their own campuses and in association with

other schools, institutions, and agencies.
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Strong and continuous programs of research and experimentation
are essential for the development of sound public policy, for improvement
of programs, and for validation of proposed changes -- in education no
less than in other areas of human activity, The direct relationship be-
tween education and the individual, as well as the state's investment in

education, adds emphasis to the importance of research and experimenta-

tion.

The Panel believes strongly that this recommendation belongs with
the other recommendations dealing with public policy. More detailed treat-

ment of the matter will be found in Section K.

RECOMMENDATION NO., 5 The Commission for Higher Education

should adopt and follow policies designed

to encourage Connecticut's private, non-tax-supported institutions of

higher education to maintain and develop programs for the preparation

of teachers and other school personnel which are appropriate for these

institutions and, in support of such policies, to provide the advice and

assistance legally permissible.

The private institutions of higher education in Connecticut have
served the state and the nation with distinction. The quality of their

faculties, their contributions to man's knowledge, their services to the
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state and to all levels of public and private endeavor rank them high among
Connecticut's most important assets. The substantial role of the private
institutions in providing teachers for Connecticut's schools, and their
potential for continuing to do so, place a responsibility on the state to

give these institutions every possible and appropriate encouragement and

assistance.

The Panel suggests that the interest of the state, in assuring an
adequate supply of qualified competent teachers for its schools, would
be well served if the Commission for Higher Education were to initiate
active and sustained exploration of ways and means through which the
private colleges and universities could play an even greater role in the
education of teachers and other school personnel. The need for individuals
of talent and high skill at all levels of education is so great and so critical
that no possible source of personnel for the state's educational enterprise

can safely be neglected.
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SECTION D

TEACHER EDUCATION - PUBLIC CONTROLS

The recommendations on public policy in the preceding section of
this report are essential. It is imperative that the controls through which
public policies are administered be equally clear. This is not now the

case.

Five major state agencies exist, each having authority over various
matters affecting teacher education, the institutions of higher education,
and the schools which must be involved in the preparation of teachers.
These agencies are:

The Commission for Higher Education

The Board of Trustees of State Colleges

The Board of Trustees, University of Connecticut
The State Board of Education

The State Department of Education.

The respective responsibilities and authority of these public agencies
should be wholly clear and rationally interrelated. Unless this is the case,
confusion, uncertainty, and some degree of jurisdictional friction are
inevitable. Despite the undoubted intent of legislation under which these

agencies were created that lines of responsibility and authority be clear,
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subsiantial confusion and uncertainty on these matters now exist, both
within the agencies themselves and within the instituticas of higher educa-

tion affected by them. This confusion is particularly apparent in:

a1

1. teacher certification,
2. approval of programs of teacher education, and

3. approval of degree-granting programs of teacher education.

Under existing law and practice, authority over certification of
teachers and other school personnel to be employed in the public schools
of the state is vested in the State Board of Education, with specified
periodic review of regulations by the General Assembly. Subject to the
approval of the State Board of Education, the State Department of Education

develops and administers such regulations.

Recent legislation (Public Act No. 330, Section 12) states:

“"The Commission for Higher Education may issue a certifi-
cate certifying that the person to whom the same is issued
Las had the post-secondary education required by any pro-
vision of the general statutes or by any regulation of any
board for admission to { n examination to practice any pro-
fession for which evidence of education is required by the
provisions of the general statutes. The provisions of this
section shall not apply to certification of teachers for the
public schools."

The above Section 12 of Public Act No. 330 makes it quite clear that it was

\ the legislative intent to exempt the certification of teachers from authority
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over it by the Commission for Higher Education and, presumably, to lea.e

this responsibility with the State Board of Education.

Public Act No. 330, Section 3, Subdivision 5 states:

""(The Commission) shall be responsible for licensing and ac-
creditation of programs and institutions of higher learning. "

It is evident from this section of the statute that it was the legislative intent
to vest the Commission for Higher Education with exclusive authority over
the licensing and accreditation of all programs of higher education. Since
teacher education is a part of higher education, it would appear that author-
ity over licensing and accreditation of programs of teacher education vests
with the Commission for Higher Education. Authority over '"approval of
programs of teacher education' heretofore has been vested in the State

Board of Education, administered by the State Department of Education.

Public Act No. 330, Section 13, states:
"The Commission will evaluate and approve, in accordance
with established regulations (of the Commission), the appli-
cation for authority to confer degrees by any person, school,
board, corporation. . ."

Again, it is clear that the legislative intent was to vest in the Commission

for Higher Education exclusive authority over the approval of all programs

leading to academic degrees.




27

The logic of the interrelationships which now exist between

a) teacher certifications, b) approval of programs of teacher education,

and c) approval of degree programs, may be stated in practical terms as

follows:

o
-~

3

regulations governing certification of teachers require success-
ful completion of prescribed requirements as determined by the

State Board of Education;

applicants for the certificate must have completed the prescribed
requirements in an approved program of teacher education --

also determined by the State Board of Education;

the possession of a bachelor's degree from an approved institu-
tion is requisite for the issuance of a certificate, the degree

programs being approved by the Commission for Higher Education;

therefore, approval of degree programs, approval of programs
of teacher education, and requirements for certification are

closely interrelated and should be mutually consistent.

From the above it appears that the Commission for Higher Education,

through its authority to extend or to withhold approval of degree programs
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in higher education (including programs of teacher education), in effect
exercises authority over programs of teacher education eligible to receive
approval. Through such authority, the Commission for Higher Education is
empowered, in turn, to exercise indirect control over the ability of approved
programs of teacher education to satisfy the requirements of certification
for graduates from such programs. Although actual conflicts between the
agencies having authority over teacher certification, program approval, and
degree approval may not now be a reality, such potential conflicts clearly

should be eliminated.

The possibility of conflicts growing out of inconsistencies in the
statutes and their interpretation has been expressed on numerous occasions
during the course of this study. This is a matter of rightful concern to the
institutions of higher education which prepare teachers. It must surely be
a direct concern to all individuals enrolled in these institutions, who are
preparing to teach. Similarly, it must be a matter of concern to the various

state agencies listed at the beginning of this section of the report.

The Panel holds that, at the very least, the relationships between
the various state agencies empowered by law to exercise authority over
teacher certifications, approval of teacher education programs, and ap-
proval of degree programs must be clarified and, if necessary, clarified

by statutory action. It may be that adequate clarification can be achieved
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through interagency discussion and agreement, without resort to clarifying
legislation. With this in mind as a preferred procedure, the Panel makes

the following recommendation.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 6 The Commission for Higher Education

should initiate discussions with the State

Board of Education, the State Department of Education, the Board of

Trustees, Connecticut State Colleges, and the Board of Trustees,

University of Connecticut, together with other appropriate public and

private institutions or agencies, for the purpose of clarifying the re-

spective functions and authority of each such public agency for teacher

certification; approval of programs of teacher education and approval

of degree programs, and defining clearly the relationships which

should exist between these functions.

Should the recommended discussions fail within a reasonable period

of time to resolve existing confusions, it is recommended that:

the Commission for Higher Education

recommend to the General Assembly

such action as may be deemed necessary to accomplish this end.
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SECTION E

TEACHER EDUCATION - ROLES OF INSTITUTIONS

The Consultant Panel has studied the recommendations of the Report

to the Governor and the General Assembly by the Study Commission on

Higher Education, dated February 1965. Only those recommendations
concerned with the four State Colleges refer explicitly to teacher education,
although other wording clearly implies that the Study Commission recognized
that both the University of Connecticut and the private institutions of higher
education should play an important role in teacher education. This section
of the report outlines specifically our recommendations of the respective

roles these institutions should play in teacher education.

Public policy and the actions of the Commission for Higher Education

and of other state agencies with responsibilities for teacher education should

actively support the institutional roles outlined in the following recommendations.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 7 The Panel recommends that the following

types of programs and related activities in

teacher education are most appropriate for the State University:

1) all degree programs beyond the master's level supported by

public funds;
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2) master's degree programs for the preparation of

a) secondary school teachers in all academic teaching areas,

b) early childhood and elementary school teachers,

c) teachers in areas of special education, and

d) special services personnel;

3) baccalaureate degree programs for the preparation of

a) secondary school teachers in all academic teaching areas,

b) early childhood and elementary school teachers,

c) teachers in areas of special education (where four-year

programs are appropriate), and

d) special services personnel (where four-year programs

are appropriate);

4) major research activities, particularly those dealing with areas

most likely to make significant contributions to theoretical

knowledge.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 8 The Panel recommends that the following

types of programs and related activities

in teacher education are most appropriate for the State Colleges:
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1) master's degree programs for the preparation of

a) secondary school teachers in selected academic teaching areas,

b) early childhood and elementary school teachers,

c) teachers in selected areas of special education, and

d) special services personnel in selected areas;

2) Dbaccalaureate degree programs for the preparation of

a) secondary school teachers in selected academic areas,

b} early childhood and elementary school teachers,

c) teachers in selected areas of special education (where four-

year programs are appropriate), and

d) special services personnel in selected areas (where four-

year programs are appropriate);

3) programs of research and experimentation, particularly those

which deal with broad areas of educational practices, organiza-

tional patterns, and resource utilization;

4) programs in development of closer college-public school-

community relationships; and

5) in cooperation with the community colleges and other two-year insti-

tutions of higher education, the development of appropriate transfer

programs for teacher candidates and the development of two-year
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associate degree programs for the preparation of educational tech-

nicians and other paraprofessional school personnel, such programs

to be based primarily in the two-year institutions.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 9 The Panel recommends the following types

of programs and related activities in teacher

education as most appropriate for the public community colleges and

other public two-year institutions of higher education:

1) programs of two-year general education at levels of quality that

meet the standards of comparable programs of general education

in the State Colleges and the State University, and which will

facilitate the transfer of teacher candidates to the State Colleges

and to the University as juniors; and

2) two-year associate degree programs for the preparation of educa-

tional technicians and other paraprofessional school personnel,

in cooperation with one or more of the State Colleges.

With respect to the private, non-tax-supported institutions of higher
education, no further recommendation concerning their respective roles in

teacher education is made here, since Recommendation No. 5 (see Section C)

is addressed to this matter. Even though no additional recommendation is

offered here, the Panel wishes to be on record as believing that continued
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concern and involvement of the private institutions in programs of teacher

education must be encouraged and supported by all appropriate means.

A special note with respect to programs for the preparation of
teachers in fields of special education and special services needs to be
made. Authority for the offering of programs in these fields should not
be given an institution unless both faculty talent and other supporting re-
sources are adequate to insure high quality -- this is crucially important.

It has been suggested during the course of this study that the size of some
of the State Colleges militates against the offering of such programs. While
recognizing the present relevancy of this observation, the Panel also recog-
nizes that the projected enrollments of the four State Colleges (as now
planned) eliminate the validity of any such argument. To restrict arbi-
trarily the State Colleges in developing strong programs in these areas

seems unwise for two reasons. First, it arbitrarily restricts the potential

""'production'' of personnel in areas of present and prospective critical need.
Second, it severely limits the autonomy of the institution to exercise desir-
able control over its own program development. Many more professionals

in special education and special services areas must be prepared than is

now the case. Institutions, even those publicly supported, should be largely
autonomous in matters of program development. Should any narrow, limiting,
or arbitrary factors -- other than those relating to institutional strength - -

be applied to decision-making in matters of program development, Connecti-

cut education will surely suffer.
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SECTION F
TEACHER EDUCATION - CRITERIA FOR PROGRAM EVALUATION
AND CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS
State supervision and control over teacher education, in Connecti-

cut as in most other states, is exercised in three main ways:
1. through teacher certification requirements;

2. through criteria for approval of teacher education programs;

and

3. through approval of academic degrees which institutions may

award.

Although control over degrees is the most fundamental of these, in practice
it is through requirements for certification and criteria governing program
approvals that teacher education is most directly affected. This section
examines these two kinds of state control and presents the Panel's recom-

mendations concerning them.

The quality of a teacher's preparation is largely determined by the
quality of the teacher education program maintained by the institution in
which he receives that preparation. The teacher's géneral education, his
mastery of subject matter in the area of prospective teaching, his grasp
of professional theory, the character of his clinical experience -- these

determine the quality of his preservice preparation. Criteria for program
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approval should relate to these critical factors and, in turn, establish the

guidelines for program development.

Teacher certification, in contrast to program approval, is more a
procedural than a substantive matter. Certification provides legal docu-
mentation of individual eligibility for employment in the public schools of
the state. This documentation is based, in turn, on evidence that the
individual possesses the essential personal attributes for teaching and has
successfully completed an approved program of preparation, this evidence
customarily being provided through endorsement of the individual's appli-
cation by the preparing institution. Although, technically, the burden of
proof lies with the individual, in practice the State of Connecticut regards

such endorsement as full satisfaction of required evidence.

Efforts to improve and strengthen teacher education must be directed
to the substance and quality of programs rather than to teacher certification

as such. The first priority is the quality of programs of teacher preparation.

In terms of decisions made on matters of program, the processing and is-

suance of teacher certificates should be virtually pro forma.

For the reasons briefly outlined above the Panel has given special
attention to criteria for program approval and has the following comments

to make:
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It is noted that the current Regulations for the Approval of

Teacher Education Programs, issued by the State Department

of Education and dated October 10, 1965, stipulate the compo-
sition and functions of evaluation committees, set forth the
pr cedures to be followed by these committees, and list nine

criteria by which to evaluate programs.

Evaluation committee membership 1s not large enough for the
purposes and extent of required evaluation activities outlined

by the regulations.

The procedures followed by evaluation committees, though
reasonably comprehensive, do not place sufficient emphasis

on the actual content of courses offered.

The Panel regards the nine categorical criteria, covered by the
regulatious, as being directly relevant to program evaluation
but they omit two important criteria which ought to be included:
a) research, experimentation, and innovation, and b) qualifi-
cations and loads of cooperating teachers who are involved in

the instruction, supervision, and evaluation of clinical experience.
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The evaluative process is inappropriately directed to determining
the adequacy of programs to meet certification requirements.
This is an orientation with which the Panel cannot agree, since
we believe the prime purpose of evaluation is to determine the
adequacy of programs for the preparation of highly knowledge-
able and skillful teachers rather than the adequacy of certifica-
tion requirements. Program approval criteria and procedures
ought not to be based on protecting certification requirements;
they should be based on the need to protect program quality.
Certification should not govern program; program should

govern certification.

The Regulations for the Approval of Teacher Education Programs

include no veterence to a desirable balance between general
education, mastery of prospective teaching field, the theoretical
part of professional preparation, and the clinical part of profes-
sional preparation. It is only by reference to the existing

Regulations for Teachers Certificates that the evaluation com-

mittees are to assess the adequacy, the strengths or weaknesses
of programs. This observation relates to and emphasizes the
preceding comment (5 above). In this respect, the functions of
evaluation committees are now primarily inspectorial and

regulatory rather than developmental.
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The Panel has been charged with responsibility "to develop recom-
mendations concerning the criteria to be used in the future for evaluating
programs of teacher education in the public and private institutions of
higher education in Connecticut.'' We believe these criteria should be

based on the following broad areas of consideration:

1. The ""balance" presented by the program as between
a. general education,
b. the prospective field of teaching,
c. study of professional theory,

d. clinical experience.

2. The nature of content in each area.

3. The quality of instruction in each area.

4. The extent and nature of the clinical experience.

With respect to the '""balance' between the four areas of instruction

and study, the Panel presents the following broad proportions as guidelines:

1.  that approximately two-thirds of program requirements be
devoted to general (liberal) education and to the prospective

field of teaching;
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that the first two years of study give major attention to work

in general education and the teaching field;

3. that the general education requirements be broadly stated to
include provocative study in three broad areas of a) the arts
and humanities, b) the natural and the physical sciences, and
c) the social and the behavioral sciences, with individual pro-
grams planned to include substantial work in each of these
broad areas, but with no '"prescribed' minimum or maximum

number of credits in any one 2rea;

4. that approximately a sixth of the program requirements should
be in professional theory, including emphasis on behavioral
and humanistic studies (history, philosophy, sociology, psycho-
logy, econcmics, anthropology) as applied to educational prob-

lems, and on curriculum and methodology; and

5. that the preservice clinical experience account {for approximately

one-sixth of the total program requirements.

The program balance outlined above differs from the existing criteria

for program approval in the following major re